Contestant's willingness to concede that it is obligated under section
103(f) to provide work for a miners' representative who accompanies an in-
spector on his or her regular shift, despite the fact that there is no express
provision to that effect in section 103(f), indicates that section 103(f)
should be interpreted to require contestant to provide the miners' represen-
tative with work when he or she accompanies an inspector on a shift other than
his or her regular shift, unless there are compelling reasons showing that
providing such work is an unreasonable requirement.  Therefore, contrary to
the arguments in contestant's brief (pp. 4-5) to the effect that much of the
testimony in this case was irrelevant, it becomes necessary to examine the
safety ramifications resulting from contestant'.s refusal to provide the
miners' representative with work on the day shift when such representative
normally works on the midnight shift.

The Miners' Representative and Membership in Union Safetv_Committee

While it is true, as contestant argues (brief, p. 6), that the miners'
representative who accompanies an inspector is not required by the provisions
of section 103(f) to be a member of the union safety committee, the evidence
in this proceeding shows that the miners at contestant's mine decided that the
members of the union's safety committee should be the miners' representatives
for accompanying inspectors (Finding Nos. 4 and 5, .supra). While it is also
true, as contestant argues (brief, p. 6), that mine management is not re-
quired by the provisions of section 103(f) to alter work schedules to accom-
modate use of a particular mipers' representative who is chosen by the miners,
that was the necessary result -at contestant's Wo. 2 Mine when it turned out
that the members of the union safety committee were all miners regularly
assigned to work the midnight shift at contestant's No. 2 Mine (Finding No. 6,
supra).  The fact that the union's safety committee members were all midnight-
shift employees made it necessary for the three safety committee persons, for
a week at a time on a rotation basis, to report for work on the day shift in
order to accompany inspectors (Finding No. 7, supra).

Adverse Effects on Miners' Representatives of Contestant's Refusal To
Provide Work on Day Shift

As indicated above, while section 103(f) does not specifically require
management to alter work schedules so that midnight-shift employees may earn
payment for 8 hours of work on the day shift, when such midnight-shift em-
ployees accompany inspectors on the day shift, management's refusal to alter
work schedules so that those midnight-shift employees could earn compensation
for 8 hours on the day shift subjected them to many adverse conditions and
circumstances (Finding No. 8, supra).

Since contestant's No. 2 mine releases methane, it was a mine which was
subject'to daily inspections, but the miners' representative could not be
certain that a given inspector would necessarily make"an inspection each day.
Therefore, the miners' representative frequently had to transfer back to his
regular midnight shift and work from midnight to 3 a.m. after having accom-
panied an inspector on the day shift.  That occurrence subjected the midnight-
shift employee to a 10-hour interval between leaving the mine on the day
shift and having to report back to the mine for the beginning of the next
midnight shift (Finding Nos. 9, 10 and 11, supra).to be paid for the balance
